We tested the ability of amphisbaenians, Blanus cinereus, a fossorial and almost blind reptile, to detect and discriminate odours from potential predators and to show the corresponding defensive response. Amphisbaenian behaviour was observed in tubes, where we recorded the tongue-flick rate to swabs impregnated with odours of (1) a southern smooth snake, Coronella girondica, which feeds on amphisbaenians, (2) a scolopendromorph centipede (Scolopendra sp.), which are aggressive prey species that can seriously damage amphisbaenians, and (3) Bedriaga's skink, Chalcides bedriagai, a semifossorial reptile innocuous to amphisbaenians. Cologne odour and deionized water were used as pungent and nonodoriferous controls. The amphisbaenians responded to the chemical cues by increased tongue-flick rates, with the highest rates being given in response to the snake and centipede, showing that they were able to detect and discriminate the odours arising from potentially harmful species. The chemical exploration of these odours also induced defensive responses. The amphisbaenians bit or retreated from the applicators bearing snake and centipede odours, whereas skink odour did not elicit defensive responses. In addition, they showed more stress and antipredator behaviours, fled rapidly and later became less mobile during trials with the snake or centipede odours, but produced different complexes of defensive responses to each one. These results indicate that chemical cues of a predator may elicit specific defensive antipredator behaviours in amphisbaenians. We discuss the possible evolutionary advantage of identifying and avoiding potential predators in relation to fossoriality.
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An important component of antipredator behaviour is the ability to ascertain the presence of predators (Lima & Dill 1990; Van Damme et. al. 1995) because predator recognition is a necessary first step to adequate antipredator behaviour (Van Damme & Castilla 1996) . Thus, many prey can accurately assess predation risk (Lima & Dill 1990) , and many antipredator adaptations are induced or mediated by the ability of the prey to recognize chemical cues from the predator (Kats & Dill 1998) .
Many species of snakes feed on lizards and other snakes, and some lizards are able to detect and recognize snake chemical trails with their highly developed vomeronasal system (Thoen et al. 1986; Van Damme et al. 1995; Van Damme & Castilla 1996) . The detection of chemical cues from snake predators has been extensively studied in other snakes (Marchisin 1980; Weldon 1982; review in Halpern 1992) , but there are few studies on lizards (see reviews in Halpern 1992; Cooper 1994). Differential tongue-flicking rates in response to chemical stimuli from saurophagous and nonsaurophagous snakes have been found in the common lizard, Lacerta vivipara (Thoen et al. 1986; Van Damme et al. 1990) , and in the skink Eumeces laticeps (Cooper 1990 ). In addition, hatchling L. vivipara and E. okadae recognize snake chemicals without previous experience (Van Damme et al. 1995; Mori & Hasegawa 1999) , as does the lizard Podarcis hispanica atrata (Van Damme & Castilla 1996) . The varanid Varanus albigularis rejects prey covered with skin from venomous snakes (Phillips & Alberts 1992) and the tail display response of the gecko Eublepharis macularis to chemicals from snakes is probably an olfactory response (Dial et al. 1989; Dial 1990) . However, chemosensory response to predators has not been studied in fossorial lizards. Because snakes are not always visible, their chemical stimuli may be particularly important for fossorial lizards or for those that share the same refuges, where the use of visual cues is limited (Downes & Shine 1998). Thus, a very specific response to snake odours may be expected. In addition, in the undergroud environment some invertebrates, such as ants or centipedes, although not predators may seriously damage fossorial lizards when attacked (Heller 1980) . However, the suite of defensive
